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ABSTRACT

The relationship between salary increases and student ratings of

teaching effectiveness was studied for a sample of 266 faculty members

Kansas-State University. Three measures of teaching effectiveness

(student progress in meeting relevant course objectives,liking the

InStructor and appreciation of the field of study) and two salary

criterial-(percent and dollar increase) were used. .Several measures,

f the emphasis on the teaching function were used to determine if

thiS variable moderated the relationship between salaries and student

ratings.' The effect of discipline was also examined.

In general, there'was a modest but significant correlation

between ratings of teaching effectiveness and pertent salary increase.

The amount of emphasis-gien to the teaching function was a significant

determinant of the strength of this relationship. Correlations were

generally more pronounced:in social science and humanities than in the

science areas. 8-C6de:titmotivation- was-fifghly correlated_with ef-

fectiveness ratings, but was not regularly taken into account in sala6

recommendations.



SALARY INCREASES AND TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS:

A REPLICATION AND EXPANSION

Donald P. Hoyt and Jeffrey G. Reed

Shrinking enrollments at many institutions, increasing demands for
accountability and relevance, gradual constriction of funding sources
for higher education, and other factors have-generated considerable
interest in the evaluation of the perforMance of faculty members.
(Hoyt,1974a) Teaching evaluation by students has increasingly become a
feature of college campuses, and is frequently mentioned as one basis
for making decisions about salary, tenure, and promotion. Despite this,

a common student-perception-is-thattheir xatings_are not taken seriously
and that good teaching is simply not rewarded.

Relatively little empirical data are available to either confirm or
dispute the allegation that teaching effectiveness is not reflected in
salary recommendations. At Kansas State University, Hoyt (1974a) found
that faculty members_ whose students reacted favorably to their instruction
received, over time, higher salary increments than those rated as less
effective; but the_corlation between average salary increment and
teaching effectiveness was only +.20. In a subsequent study, Hoyt
(1974b) showed that, after the faculty evaluation process became formalized,
the relationship between salary increments and teaching effectiveness
(as rated bystudents) increased. The relationship was stronger in the
soCial-behavipral sciences than in the natural-mathematical sciences.
Katz (1973) found no relationship between student ratings of instructional
effectiveness and salary adjustments at the University of Illinbis; and
similar results were reported. for economists at the University of
Wisconsin (Siegfried and White, 1973). Koch and Chizmar (1973), however,
found a summary rating of teaching effectiveness positively related 'to
recommended salary increments, and more predictive of such increments
than measures of "scholarly productivity" or "service" at Illinois State
University.

Thorne et al (1976) surveyed representative samples cif faculty
members employed in the Oregon System of Higher Education. Regardless
of discipline, faculty members in the "university" sample preferred to
be evaluated by student ratings_and_by_ their publication record; for
particular disciplines a few additional formal measures were sometimes
mentioned. Without exception, these faculty groups objected to such
indices as chairman's judgment. or evaluation by committee if these were
not based on systematically collected data Respondents also resisted
informal colleague ratings-, time in rank, and public presentations as a
basis for evaluation. Keene's (1975) report of a correlation of .40
between recommended salary increment and teaching effectiveness as
judged by the-chairman may reflect the type of "halo" error which the
Oregon faculty apparently suspected.
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McKeachie and Lin (1975) conducted the only experiment which has
been reported in the literature. They used 20 senior University of
Michigan faculty members, all of whom had served on promotion and tenure
committees, to judge the promotability of "hypothetical" faculty members.
Faculty and student estimates of teaching ability, research productivity,
sex, and academic department of the,cases'were varied systematically:
Judges were asked to make decisions on promotion and-salary increase
recommendations. Much more emphasis was placed on research productivity
than on teaching ability, and there was "little evidence that information
from student ratings of teaching is utilized when decisions regarding
promotions and salaries are made" (McKeachie and Lin, 1975,:p.21).

Although thedata are not conclusive, two general hypotheses emerge
from the literature.: (1) The degree to which objective measures of
teaching effectiveness. relate to salary adjustments is a direct, -function
of the degree to which the teaching funCtion is emphasized. (2) The
relationship between these two variables differs among various academic
disciplines.

The present investigation was designed to explore these hypotheses
for a sample of Kansas State University faculty members.

PROCEDURES

Sarr_221!

Faculty members were included in the study if they had:

voluntarily participated in the KSU "student evaluation of
instruction" program during 1974-1975 (Hoyt, 1973; (FE &
1975); and

(b) completed the "FacultySurvey for State Colleges and
UniverSities of Kansas, -Fall 1974" (herein'called: Activity
Survey) -(Kansas, State Board of Regents, 1975). .

Graduate teaching assistants and, faculty members who were not reap-
pointed for the 1975-76 year were excluded from the study. -A total of
266 faculty members met these requirements.

Subsamples_

To explore the hypotheses, it was necessary to divide the sample
into subgroups according to discipline and according to emphasis on
teaching as a professional activity. In the earlier study, Hoyt (1074b)
used only two broad groupings (natural-Mathematical scientists and.
social-behavioral scientists). This study'retained those broad group-
ings and created a third, Humanities and Arts. In addition, more
homogenous groups were_ constructed as follows:
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1. Social Sciences, including history (N,.20).
2. Humanities and Fine Arts (N.--24).
3. Applied Sciences (Agriculture, Engineering, Foods

Nutrition, Veterinary Medicine) (N55).
4. Applied Social Sciences (Education, Business. Speech

Pathology and Audiology, Family and Child Development,
'Institutional Management, Regional and Community
Planning, Family Economics) (N.79).

Applied Arts (Architecture and Design, Mass Communications
.and Journalism, Clothing, Textiles & Interior
Design) (N=25).

Natural Sciences (Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences,
Psychology, Plant Pathology, Entomology, Grain Science)
(N.44).

7. Mathematical Sciences (Mathematics, Statistics, Computer
Science, Applied Mechanics)-(N19).

To distinguish among faculty-members who'cliffered.in the emphasis
given to the teaching function, several.special subgroups were formed.
These are described below:

1. Academic Rank. Many non-teaching responsibilities are traditional-
ly fulfilled by experienced and "proven" faculty members (service on
important committees or on Faculty Senate, leadership in professional
associations, writing/executing grants and contracts, etc.). Consequently,
faculty members with low ranks give relatively more emphasis to teaching
than do those with senior ranks. Therefore, the expectation was that
the correlation between salary increments and student ratings of teaching
effeCtiveness would be higher for the-former than for the latter.-

2. _pfartlyTkilinum. Presumably, departments offering the
Ph.D. will need to give a special emphasis to research; therefore,
relatively speaking, their emphasis on teaching was expected to be.lesS
than for departments which did not award the Ph.D.

3. Teachin Em:hasis in Workload. The Activity Survey asked faculty
memberS to estiMate'the average numer of hours they spent each week in
a variety of teaching and non-teaching activities. From these reports,
two ratios were derived, as follows:

a. Ratio-A DTA
(Direct, Teaching) DTA OTA RSC IS ;7n-7

b. Ratio-B= DTA OTA
(All Teaching) DTA # OTA RSC # ISA

The component parts of the above equations are:

EGPS

DTA (Direct Teaching Activities): number of hours meeting with
classeS, reading student papers, supervising laboratories,..
evaluating students, preparing lectures; etc.

OTA (Other Teaching Activities): number of hours of unscheduled
teaching,-academic advising, course and,curriculum development,etc.



RSC (Research, Scholarship, & Creative Activities): number
of hours devoted to funded and non-funded research, giving

recitals, editing a journal,, reviewing work of colleagues,-
writing,articies, etc.

ISA (Internal Service Activities): number of hours in student=
ariented activities such as recruiting students, writing
recommendations, sponsoring student organizations; attending
recitals; administrative duties such as writing reports,_
preparing budgets, recruiting faculty, administering research
grants; academic, and professional support services for library
or computer center; committee participation.

EGPS(External and General Professional Service): number of hours
in Agriculture and Home Economics Extension, Continuing Educa7
tion overload teaching, consulting, public lectures, other
professional services.

It was expected that salary increments fOr faculty members with
high ratios (high emphasis on teaching) would be more closely related to
student ratings of instruction than would be the case for those with low
ratios.

Measures
--.---______-

Data collected for each subject were the same as those in the
earlier KSU study (Hoyt, 1974b). In addition, an estimate of student
motivation was included. These measures are identified below.

1. Student Ratings.- Of the several specific ratings made by
students, three were selected as overall measures of teaching
effectiveness.

a. Progress on relevant objectives. From a list of 10
objectiVeS, instructors identified those which were
"essential", "important", or "of no more than minor
importance" for the course in ouestion. Students-
rated their progress on these same objectives, using
a five-point rating scale. Average .student progress
ratings were weighted by the instructor's ratings of
importance ("essential" . 2; "important" = 1; "-of_no

more than minor importance" . 0), and the weighted
average-(Progress on relevant objectives) was used '.-,.- ---

as the first measure of overall teaching effectiveness.
b. Lik'in the Instructor. The average retponse to the itern

I wou d e to to e another course from this instructor ".
was Used as a measure-of overall instructor desirability,
A five-point rating scale was employed.
A reciatin:,the Field of Stud:. The average4,esponse to,

s a resu t of to -frig t .- s-course, I haVe more positive
feelings toward this fielLof study",- was used as a
third estimate of teaching effectiveness. Again, a
five-poiht scale was employed.
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d. Student.Motivation_.. The average response to:the item,
"I had a strong desire to take this course", was used
to obtain an estimate of student motivation on a five-point
scale. This measure has been shown to be related to the '

three overall criterion measures. Unless its influence was
removed (statistically), correlations-. with salary recom-
mendations may reflect the particular courses assigned
rather than teaching effectiveness .per_se.,

In most instances, student ratings were available for more than one
course during the semester in question (Fall, 1974 -75). An-average of
all such ratings was used.

2. Salary Recommendations. Two salary measures were used : dollar
increase, and percerif-Trase. This information was obtained from
the official University budget for 1975-1976:

Analyses

Product moment correlations were computed between each of the three
measures of teaching effectiveness and the two measures of salary recom-
mendations. Partial correlations, controlling for the effect of the
Motivation measure, were also.Computed.

Comparisons were made among the seven types of-disciplines as well
as among groups defined by academic rank, highest degree granted, teach-
ing emphasis (Ratio-A, Ratio-B), and a collapsed grouping of academic
disciplines.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics for the sample and subgroups are shown in
Table 1. -

Overall Correlations

The correlation matrix for the total sample (N a 266) is presented
in Table. 2, along with partial correlations (student motivation controlled).
The two criteria (dollar increase and percent increase) were significantly
correlated (.65) as were the three measures of teaching. effectiveness

-,6), As.expected,.motivation was correlated highly with .ef-
Jectiveness ratings (.56 .72). ,

INSERT TABLES 1 AND 2 HERE

All three measures of effectiveness (and the student motivation
measure) were significantly relateck\to "pertent increase"i but the
magnitude of these relationships waS,loW (.16 - .22). Only one cor-
related significantly with "dollar increase". This is not surprising
since official,University policy has been to refidct judgments of merit.
in "percent" rather than dollar increases.
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OVERALL'OESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE qCULTY SAMPLE
(N = 266),

Academic Rank
Instructor si scant. Prof Associate P Professor---------

Frequency 16 105 90. 55

Percent 6 40 34 21

Academic Area
Social , Humanitie Agriculture

Engineering
,Education

Business
Architecture

Design Science
Mathematics
, Statistics

Frequency

Sciences Fine Arts Vet.MedIcine S ch.Path, Mass:Commun. Com ut.Sti.'

20 24 79 25 44 19'
Percent 8 9 , 21 30 16 7

hich d Member,

IV. Overall Stati

Frequency
Percent

icy Cri rion and

162.
61

Predictor Variables_

ean-

Percent Salary Increase

Dollar Salary Increase

Student Ratings of Rrogress in Meeting
CoUrse Objectives

Student Rating of Liking Instructor

-Student Rating' of Liking Field

Student Rating of Self Motivation

Relative Em .h n Teachin.

10.70

1642.20

3.71

3,86

3.91_

3.65

Other

104

39

andard Deviation

2.39

454.51

.44

.70

.55

.60

Direct Teaching Activitits

Low
Time Groupings

HighWeiderete

-racy 54 161 47
Percent, _ 60 18

D. 'All Teaching .Activities

Frequency, 45 146 71
Percent 17 ,55 27



TABLE 2.

OVERALL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTOR. AND CRITERION VARIABLES

Zero Order Correlations

% Salary
Increase

$ Salary
Increase

Progress
Rating

Li ked

Instruct

liked
Field

$ Salary Progress
Increase Rating,

.65***

Liked
Instructor

Liked
Field

Motivation
Self Rating

.16** .19 .22 .16**

.02 .08" .13* .07

Par i al ccrr2121j11111SmtrkEitlizIJILLIYI

Progress Rating_

.07

-.03

Salary:increase

$ Sal ary Increase

nificance Levels-f-or Cot-2-'r°atimortests
p < .025

P' < .005
.001

Liked Instructor Liked Field

.13* .15*

.05 .12
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To determine if the relationship between salary and effective
measures would be affected by controlling for student motivation, .
partial correlations were computed, Table 2 shows that, when this was
done,- the correlations were significantly reduced. Only two of the six
were statistically significant; and they were too low-to be, practically
meaningful (.13 and .15).

`Academic Area

Mean values and correlations-between salary increase and teaching
effectiveness variables for each of seven academic area subgroUps are
shown in Table 3. Correlational data folloWed several basic patterns,.
Moderately strong zero-order Correlations were found for Social Sciences,
Humanities and Fine 'Arts, Applied Social Sciences, and Applied Arts
(groups A,. 8,- D, and E); but zero order correlations were non-significant
for Applied -Sciences, Natural Sciences, and Mathematical Sciences - (.groups

F, and G). The effect ofcontrolling for motivation through partial
correlations produced different results fOr different groups. For
Applied Social ScienQes and Applied Arts, partial correlations were very
similar to zero order-Correlations (groups D and E). For the Humanities
and Fine Arts group-, however, partialling out the effect of student
motivation reduced significant correlations (ranging from +:38 to +.54),
to zero. -Surprisingly; in' the Social Sciences, moderate zero order
correlations (ranging from +.24 to +.35); were increased (+.31 to +.59)
when,motivation was partialled out In the Applied Sciencet, Natural',
Sciences, and Mathematical SCiences subsamples (groups C, F, and G),
neither the zero order nor thepartial correlations differed significantly
from zero.

INSERT TABLES 3 AND 4 HERE.

To increase comparability with an. earlier study, (Hpyt,.1974b
disciplines were-grouped into three broad areas -- Natural and Mathematical
Sciences (Applied ScienceS,'Natural Sciences, and Mathematics), Social-
Behavioral Sciences (Social Sciences and Applied Social Sciences), and
Humanities-Fine4rts (HumJnities, Fine Arts, and Applied Arts). Mean
values and correlations are reported in Table 4. Significant -zero order_;
correlations_ were obtained for only theiastotwo,groups; there was no
.relationship between salartincrea§es and teaching effectivenes$ variables
for the Natural-Mathematical Sciences group. When motivation was, controlled,
the Magnitudeof the relationships was significantly reducedfor the_,
Humanities-Fine Arts; fqP,the Social-Behavioral Sciences; the partial*-
correlations were not much lower thap the zero order',correlations.-

The remaining analy§es-e*amined predictor /criterion relationship's
for groups believed to differ in termsi)f the:emphasis given to teaching

AcadedilcRanK

Mean values and correlations- for each of the four academic ranks
are shown in Table 5 Corisistento with expations,,zero'order cor-

, relations- between salary -- increases and teaching effeCtiveness-were



n Val ues

TAKE

TEACHING EF FECTL VENESS ANC) 5k LARY INCREASES:
COMPARI SON OF FACULTY MEMBERS IN! 01 FaRENT ACAEMIC AREAS

or 7 Academic Areas

Number'.
$ Salary
Increase

Social Sc . 20 1533.65
Human it_ 24 1318.12
Applied Sci . 55 1840.53
Appl. Soc, Sci. 79 1551.76
Applied Art: 25 1521.24 ,

-Na. t, Sciences 44_ 1754.48
Ma th. Sc iences 19 1735.26

Sal ary
Increase

Progr-less Li ked
5ati_tin I nstr uc tor

10. 73
10. 31
10. 86 -,

3,44
3.713
3,73

3,5.7
4,09
3..90 ;

10.64 MS 4 , OS

11. 10 3,6E3 3,68
10. .46 3.65 3_68
10:44 3,50 3_9

IL Co rte_ latims__

Zeno- °rider CForrel stuns

Pet-cent
Inc reas

ti ked
Fi eld

MOti'vati-on
Self Rat;in9

3 '3_47
3)99 3,71
4, 03 3..81
4.10 3,73
3, 79 3,14
3, 68 3=38
3,57 3_46

Partial Co rrel at i on&
CovitrcTITOITiaion

Dollar Percent Doll ar
Increase Increase Increase

_ .

Soc-ial' Sciences
Progress Dating _ 27 .24 , .32
Liked Instructor _35 .35 .45*
Li ked Field _28r .30 .39*

Hurnani ties, _line Arts
PT-ogress Rating
Li ked Instructor
Liked Field

.. 38*
42**
51**

Ai. lied 'Sciences: A cul tu -e En-ineerin
regress at ng

Li ked Instructor
Li ked Field

D. 'A I ied Social Science . Educa
rogress Rat ng

Li ked Instructor
Liked Field

E. A d Arts: Archi ec
rogress at ng

Li ked Instructor
Liked Field

F.

07

16

Bus

exert nor Med

-08
OS

:Ft ,P Au4, F

.01
-.03

.09

-.10
-.09

.03

.36
,56,Wmit

59 ilx*

- .14
.03

30**=fla-

. 27** 24".--*
.2S*4 ,
.2L*

Natural Sciences: Science Ps cholc
ogress mot ng

Li ked Instructor
Liked Field

G. mlathemitical Sci ences : Math ra
Progress at ng -. a_
Liked Instructor .1:18

LiketlField 24

ca ice Levels

26

04

.13

.26
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TABLE 4

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY INCREASES:
COMPARISON OF FACULTY IN RELATED ACADEMIC AREAS

Mean ValUes for Combined Academic Areas

' S Salary_ % Salary , Progress Liked. Liked Motivation
Number Increase'-'Increase Rating Instructor Field Self Rating

1Applied Sciences,
Natural Sciences,
&Mathematies 1791.49 \

Social Sciences, &
Applied So4ci, 99 1548.10

i

Humanities, Fine Arts,
& AppliecLArts_ , 49 1472.78

1017.1 3.64 3.78 3,83_

10.66 3.79 3.96 4.02 3.67

10.74 3.73 3.88 3.88 3.73

II. Correlations Zero Order and Partial b Combined Academic Are

A.

1 Partial Correlations

Applied Sciences, Natural_Sciences_0:Mathematical

Zero Order Correlations

Perent
Increase

Dollar

Increase

Sciences_

Progress Rating .07 -,03
Liked Instructor .08 -.06
Liked Field .14 '.08

Social Sciences, -& Applied Sbc ii-Seences

Progress'Rating .19* .13

Liked Instructor .29*** .30***

Liked Field .26*** .24**

Humanities,

Progress Rating

-Fine
.34** .21

Liked Instructor .29** .21

Liked Field .37*** .29**

ignificance Levels for one-tailed_tests

* p 4 '.05
p < .025

*** p 4 .005

-(CPrtion)_
.Percent

Increase

Dollar

Increase

-.03 -.13

.01 -.14

.08 .04

.13 .10

.25** .30*

.21** .25**

.22 .11

-.17 .12

.24 .20



positive and high for instructors, positive and low fOr assistant and
associate professors, and non-significant .for full professors. Partial
correlations Were generally smaller, but followed the same general
trend.

INSERT TABLE 5 HERE

p29.2_-ee ILarrtiris of-ILtment
. Departments-were grouped into .0h.D. and non-Ph.-1). granting departments,
and resets-based on this classification are presented in Table 6. Both
zero order correlations and partial correlations were higher for non-,
Ph;D. granting departments than for Ph. D, granting 'departments, again
confirming theoretical expectations,.

INSERT TABLE 6 HERE

Teachi

In Table 7 faculty members were classified on the basis of the
amount of time they devoted to teaching activities; data are reported.
'for three brpad groupings- (Low, Moderate, and High Emphasis).- When
Ratib A (Direct Teaching. Activities) was used toclassyy faculty
members, correlations between salary data and teaching effectiveness
ratings were directly- relatedto the amount of emphasis placed on
teaching' -- the greater the emphasis placed on teaching the higher the
zero order and partial correlation. For the group with low Emphasis bn
Direct Teaching Activities, there was no relationship between salary.
increases and teaching effectivenessrifings.

INSERT TABLE 7 HERE

When All Teaching Activities were considered (Ratio-B), correlations
for the "High Emphasis" group were even stronger; but'no relationships
were found for either the "moderate" or "low" groups.

DISCUSSION

Although the sample was large (N=266) and included facdlty members
from all colleges of the University, it was not necessarily representa-7
tive. Ohly thpSe who-voluntarily participated in the teaching eValuatidn
program sponsored by the Office of Educational Resources were included.
:There is some reason to believe that,such_ volunteers are, on the average,
somewhat more effective teachers than non-volunteers. More important=ly,
while the purpose of the program is-A.o help faculty members improve
their effectiveness,. some probably 'Shared results-with their department
head to facilitatethefaculty evaluation process. 'To the degree that
this was true, the relationship's reported in this study between salary
increases and objective measures of teaching effectiveness probably
overestimate the relationship for the entire population.
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TABLE 5

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS ANO SALARY INCREASES:
FACULTY MEMBERS CLASSIFIED BY ACADEMIC RANK

Mean, Values for 4 facuty kanks

S! Salary % Salary Progress

Nubber Increase Increase .Rating
Liked

Instructor_
Liked,
Field:

Motivation
211115.

Instructor. 11117.50 10.64 3.77 3.82 3.90 3.67

Assist. Prof. 105 1445.31 10.63 3.75 ' 3.94 1.91- 3.66

`Assoc. Prof-. 90 1709.63 10.83 3.74 3.87 3.95 3.70

I

Professor 55 2060.35 10.62 13.58 3.72-- , 3.84 3.55

Correlation Zero Order and PArtia1 Faculty Rank

Instru

Progress Rating
liked Instructor
Liked Field

Zero Order C

Partial Correlations
relations; Controir

Dollar

Increase
Percen

Increa

.55*

.59**

.74***

Progress Rating .16*

.;Liked Instructor .22**

Liked Field .22**

Associate Professors

Progress Rating .18*

Liked Instructor .33***
Liked Field .28 * **

Professors

Progress Rating .03

Liked Instructor -.12

Liked -Field .01

Levels o relations ones tailed

P < .05
I,* p < .025

p < .005

Dollar

Increase

Percent

Increase

.44* .43

.54** .50*

.66*** .67'***

8* .10

.24** .17*

.20** .17*

.14 .04

.25** .25**

.26** .18*

.00 -.04
-.03 -.17

.00 .01

.33

.46*

.61**

.16

.14

-.03
.14

.13

.13 ,

.06

i.17



FACULTY MEMBERS IN "P

TABLE 6

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY. NCREASES:'
Granting Departments" vs. THOSE IN "Non-Ph.D Granting Departments"

littril
$ Salary % Salary Progress Liked Liked Motivation

-=- Number Increase Increase Rating Instructor Field Self-Ratin

Ph.D. 162 1684.65 10.49 3.70 3.87 3.90 3.59

Non- Ph.D.,, 104- 1576.06 11.02 3".73 3.86 3.92 3.74

Correlations_ (Zero Order and Partial) by Degree Offered

Zero Ordev. Correlations

Ph.D. Departments

Progress Rating
Liked Instructor
Liked Field

Non-Ph.D. Departments

Progress Rating
Liked Instructor'
Liked Field

Partial Correlations
(Co531-TT117----Flgforr_

Percent

Increase

Dollar

Increase

Percent

Increase

Dollar

Increise

.10 .03 _,14

.16** .02 .11 -.07

.18** .11 .14* .02

.26*** .10 .17* .13

.27*** .21** .19* .25**

.30***/ .18* .22** -.27***

5 nificance.Levels for Correlations one tailed _tests)_

/. * p < .05

p < .025

T < .005



TABLE 7

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY INCREASES:
COMPARISON OF FACULTY ON THE BASIS OF RELATIVE EMPHASIS ON TEACHING ACTIVITIES

RATIO -A(Direct_Teachina Aptivitieq

A. Mean Values -R -A Orous Facul

art ary Progress; Liked . Liked Motivation

Number Increase Increase Ratio i Instructor Field Self Rating

Low Emphasis 54 1864.15 11.17 3.62 3.81 3.84, 3.57

Medium Emphasis 161 1656.42 10.73 3.75 3.91 3.95 3.65

High Emphasis 47 1356.60 10.10 3.70 3.81 , 3.89 3.78

B." Cor Zero Order and.Partial b Ratio -A Tear m- Groups

1, Low EphasisEmphasis

Zero Orde rrelations

artia Correlations.
ConTT-FillTE731T737175lio

Percent
Increase

Del ar
Increase

er_ent
Increase

Dollar
Increase

__
Progress Rating .04 -.06. -.08 -.14

Liked Instructor .'09 .00 .00 -.04i

Liked Field .12 .05 .03 .03

Medium Em hasis
,20**- .08 .12 ..03rogress ating

Liked Instructor -.19** ,.06, .12 .02

Liked Field -.22*** ,-;.15* .15* .12

Hilt Emphasis
.25* .09 .14 -.03progress Rating

Liked Instructor .39*** .27* .29* .18,,

Liked Field .41*** .27":, .31**,,
r

.17

II. E40:11AILLreacin±il

A. Mean Values for" -`3 Ratio_-8 Groups of Fact

a ary a ary :'Progress Liked Liked Motivation

Number increase Increase Rating. Instructor Field Self Rating
,

Low Emphasis 45 1787.67 10.21 3.55 3:70 3.74 3.49

Medium Emphasis 146 1713.38 11.08 3.73 . 3.91 3.95 3.64

High'Emphasis 71 1415.65 10.27 - 3.78 3.89 3.96 3.80

Correlations (Zero Order and Partial b Ratio-8 Teachin hasis Grou
Correlations

12EETE1211a

Zero Order Correlations

artia

1.---------114°UvAti°rC"tr°1Thl
Percent
Increase

:Dollar
Increase;

Percent
Increase

Dollar
Increase

.02

.10

. :07

.22

.20

:01

.15

.23

-.06

.17

.16

Progress Rating
Liked !nstruotor
Liked I ield

Medium Emphasis
.12 .02 .136'- .00rogress Rating

Liked Instructor .05 -.06 -.02 --.09

Liked field .11 .03 .03 :01

High rriPhaiis
Progress Rating .19 .17 .06

Liked Instructor .4E1* .38*** .39*** .30***

Liked Field .49*** ,39*** .3g*** .30***

Si nificance Levels for Correlations one-tailed tests

* - p 4
.05

P .025
* *

P 4 .005
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Although.results varied among subgroups, there was generally a
positive and significant relationship between student ratings of teach-
ing effectiveness and percent salary increase. For the toti. sample,
this relationship was very modest (r about .20), and in most "science"
areas it was non-existent (whether these were "applied"-areas like
Engineering, Veterinary Medicine, or Agriculture, or more "basic" fields
in the physical, biological, and mathematical areas).. In other fields

of study,'thecorrelations tended to 'be' in the .30 to .40 range.

[ Should they be higher ? . Possibly. On the average, if teaching
constitutes. about 60'percent of the typical .faculty.member's responsi-
bility, then 60 percentof theMertt_evaluation should tebasedon teaching
effectiveness. While student ratings are only one of he ways such
e- ffectiveness can be assessed, it !Seems reasonable to allot them about
50 percent of the weight (leaving 50 percent for 60er-types of input or
judgment). Thus, in toto, student ratings might be expected to account
for about 30 percent'of the total merit evaluation of. the'tYpical faculty
member (.60 X If this were the case, student ratings would. correlate
about .55 (1:767) with percent increase. On the basis of this reasdning
it appears that the relationships found in this study were "too low";

-i.e.., thatstudent input was "undervalued ".

On the other hand, one could hardly expect maximum correlations
giveh the conditions of the study. (1) Student ratings for only one
semester were used, even though merit increases were based on a full,
,year's performanCe. (2) Only those courses selected for evaluation by
the faculty member were included. (3) There was no guarantee that the
student ratings. were seen.by ,thoSe responsible for facUlty evaluation.
Given these limitations, the magnitude. Of the relationships found appear
more reasonable.

It is especially reassuringto note that relationships were more
pronounced for faculty members who were most jnvolved in teaching (those
of lower ranks; those teaching in non-Ph.D. degree.-programs; those
spending-the greatest proportion of time in-teaching). Apparently,
department heads at KSU have differentiated appropriately among faculty
members whoseTTJessional responsibilities differ widely. -

With a few exceptions, when student motivation was statistically
,controTled, the relationship between student-ratings and salary increases
diminished. Thus, there was some evidence that those responsible for
faculty evaluation may not have been sensitive to the complexities, of
teaching evaluation. It is relatively easy to obtain favorable 'ratings

from interested and motivated students; but apathetic or negative
students are hard to impress. Department heads should take this into

account in interpreting student ratings.

Future studies should be modified. by including student ratings:for
a full year (rather than one semester), determining what percent of
courses were rated, and distinguishing bdtween those whose student
ratings were used in the merit evaluation process and those who did,
not share results.
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